tural societies (see, e.g., Ammerman and Andrefsky 1982; Ericson 1981 Ericson , 1982 . This type of analysis is more closely associated with ecological rather than evolutionary models and places great emphasis on the adaptive and organizational functions of exchange (see, e.g., Yengoyan 1972) . Formalist analysis has found a friendly home in Southwestern archaeology, where issues of environmental and ecological marginality are at the core of many explanations of prehistoric organization and change (Cordell and Plog 1979). Here, concepts derived from the formalist school have been applied jointly to reconstructions of the social context of exchange; for example, in their model of the evolution of tribal social networks in North America, Braun and Plog (1982) view reciprocity as a mechanism of risk minimization. Similarly, models that attempt to demonstrate the existence of elite or asymmetrical exchange during the late prehistoric period in the American Southwest identify the need to manage scarce resources and to maximize economic productivity as a moving force behind the strategies of prehistoric Southwestern elites (Lightfoot 1984; Upham 1982) .
In the last ten years, a shift in emphasis from regional characterizations to broad syntheses of the development of exchange networks in the American Southwest, and from ecological to social, political, and ritual explanations of exchange (S. Plog 1993:288), has brought into focus many conceptual weaknesses of past models that remain unsolved. While available explanations have included considerations of specific context as well as outcome and performance, many of them have viewed different forms of exchange as mutually exclusive. In addition, current explanations have not contemplated the fact that goods can circulate by means of mechanisms other than exchange. In the specific case of ceramic exchange, upon which so many reconstructions of prehistoric behavior rely, it is crucial that we demonstrate whether ceramic vessels circulated as containers or as commodities. This distinction has tremendous implications for reconstructing the social context of exchange as well as the economic impact of ceramic production and distribution in prehistoric Southwestern societies. I would argue that archaeologists tend to assume, implicitly or explicitly, that ceramics circulated as commodities, that is, as objects having exchange value in and of themselves (Appadurai 1986:3). While justified in the context of rising states, for which archaeological evidence regarding the production, distribution, and consumption of commodities abounds, this assumption is unwarranted in the northern Southwest. Current perspectives on prehistoric economic strategies and sociopolitical organization in the area indicate that existing models and methods for reconstructing exchange require assumptions that are inadequate for interpreting variability in the ceramic record.
RECONSTRUCTING THE CONTEXT OF PREHISTORIC EXCHANGE: MOBILITY, TERRITORIALITY, AND ACCESS
Regardless of the area where exchange networks have been reconstructed and of the degree of sociopolitical complexity developed therein, a common assumption is that the communities engaged in such networks were sedentary. By sedentism, I refer to the continuous, multigenerational occupation of a settle-464 ment. It has become increasingly clear that in many regions of the northern Southwest, where people had to contend with agricultural marginality and environmental unpredictability, communities apparently resolved their struggles by practicing a mixed subsistence economy and mobility; both seasonal mobility within a given territory (Powell 1983; Preucel 1990; Toll 1985) and short-term sedentism followed by migration have been documented archaeologically (Anyon and Ferguson 1984; Dean 1970; Nelson and LeBlanc 1986; Toll 1985) and in Pueblo oral traditions (Fewkes 1900). Strategic mobility continued even after the Spanish conquest, particularly during times of drought-induced famine and epidemics.
Another common assumption is that sedentary communities engaged in exchange because they had restricted access to territories and resources; networks mediated between two or more groups of people and their "exchangeable" resources. In contrast, mobility and short-term sedentism, coupled with relative dependence on wild resources, required that populations have access to a large territory beyond their immediate farming lands ( Depending on the quality of the data, production and consumption loci are tentatively identified. Application of these methods is, for the most part, an exercise in deduction, wherein attributes arbitrarily chosen as indicators of prehistoric exchange behavior are made to fit into abstract mathematical variables. These variables are in turn used to predict the quantity and distribution of "exchanged" artifacts that should be found in a site and region and to identify the form of exchange that they represent (Hodder 1982:202).
MATERIAL CORRELATES FOR CERAMIC CIRCULATION
A critical flaw of predicting exchange patterns from statistical modeling of artifact distribution is the conflation of the archaeological and systemic contexts; modeling cannot account for the formation processes that brought artifacts to the place where they were found. Fall-off curves, regression, factor analysis, and other statistics used for reconstructing the volume, directionality, and size of exchange networks have, until recently, constituted the only methodological link between the archaeological record and theoretical explanations (Earle 1982:7). But as Blinman and Wilson (1993:67) point out, nonlocal artifact distributions only suggest that artifacts traveled from a point of origin, or provenance, to a point of recovery, or provenience, but do not tell us just how they traveled or whether circulation patterns changed through time. Therefore, behavioral inferences that go beyond the identification of nonlocal artifacts must be based on observations made on specific archaeological contexts and under strict temporal and spatial control.
Although the need to study the form and function of exchange from a regional perspective may seem obvious to the point of triviality, in practice the behaviors involved in the manufacture, distribution, use, and discard of pottery and associated artifacts cannot be inferred from distributional patterns alone; such inferences require excavation. As Fred Plog (1977:130) noted, the reconstruction of networks from regional distributions of nonlocal materials requires, among other things, that contemporaneity of production and consumption loci be demonstrated. Broad regional studies often use survey materials wherever excavated assemblages are lacking; use of these materials poses a major problem for reconstructing networks because they can only be dated through ceramic types whose time span is usually longer than the average occupation of a site. Without establishing contemporaneity, one runs the obvious risk of interpreting sequential movement of pots to be the result of synchronic, interacting networks and of overestimating the size of the population involved in a network (Gregory 1975 ).
An alternative method for developing material correlates is to trace the life history of artifacts, from production to discard (Schiffer 1992:9). Artifact life histories provide the opportunity to distinguish synchronic from sequential artifact circulation and to identify temporal variation in circulation mechanisms. Even though they require the use of excavated, well-dated assemblages, artifact life histories focus on the production, use, and discard of material remains rather than on the hypothetical nature of transactions and their equally hypothetical material patterning. Therefore, implications that arise from life histories are broadly comparable across different assemblages. The rationale behind the study of pottery life history is that every pot during its lifetime had the potential of being circulated as a container, offering, gift, or commodity. There is a continuum from pottery manufactured for local use to pottery manufactured for exchange, in which the critical variable is a pot's potential for "exchangeability" (past, present, or future). In situations where pots are generally manufactured for local use, the potential for exchangeability is not inherent to the artifact, although such an artifact may be exchanged at any point in 467 JOURNAL OF ANTHROPOLOGICAL RESEARCH time during its life history. Conversely, in situations where pottery is manufactured for exchange, the potential for exchangeability becomes the relevant feature of a pot (Appadurai 1986:13). I shall call these exchangeable pots "commodities."
Tracing pottery life history is a useful method for distinguishing pots that entered systemic assemblages through the movement of people from those that were obtained through other means. A key element of that distinction is that the introduction of nonlocal pottery through the movement of people is, as Haury (1958) demonstrated for the Kayenta immigration to Point of Pines, Arizona, a one-time affair; pottery that came along with settlers may not be reproduced at the new location unless it is manufactured with local raw materials, and, equally important, it tends to enter discard contexts such as surface debris and room fill of early-abandoned rooms early in the occupation of a site. In sites occupied for short periods of time or with very few construction phases, nonlocal pottery recovered from the surface or room fill that is absent or is poorly represented in room floors as primary de facto refuse has a high probability of having been brought in by immigrants. A second characteristic of commodities is that producers do not necessarily share the functional requirements of consumers: a ware that is ubiquitous and mundane for producers may have very specific, restricted, or highly valued uses for consumers. One example is the postulated ritual function of Pinedale and Fourmile style polychromes; although produced in numerous loci, used in different contexts, and widely exchanged (Crown 1994; Triadan 1997), these polychromes were associated with ritual practices in a restricted number of settlements (Adams 1991b). A second example is the abundant consumption of Hopi yellow wares at Homol'ovi, where fuel scarcity rendered pottery manufacture uneconomical (Adams 1991a). Thus, commodity ceramics may be identified both from the production and the consumption ends of artifact life history. In addition, modes of disposal of commodities, such as in kiva fill, burials, room floors, or trash mounds, may be used as another means of identifying their role in producer and in consumer contexts.
SUMMARY
The arguments outlined above are an attempt to explore the nature of prehistoric exchange networks in the northern Southwest as reflected in the ceramic record. Intercommunity networks entailed a wide range of activities and transactions involving ceramic containers, among which exchange was only one. Both the archaeological and historic records suggest that ceramics circulated through economic, social, and ritual transactions, as well as through 470 population movement. Also, different forms of exchange, such as barter and longdistance trade, may have expanded in late prehistory as a result of shifts in population density, village size, and sociopolitical integration. It is evident that during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, networks underwent changes that are unclear in the historic record because of the drastic influence of Europeans. We have yet to find a parsimonious explanation for the nature of these changes.
Four points have been discussed here. First, existing models of exchange networks lack adequate material correlates for interpreting distributions of nonlocal ceramics. Second, the development of correlates entails a reevaluation of the broader context of resource circulation according to the subsistence strategies and types of community organization that characterized prehistoric Puebloan populations. Third, to develop correlates for alternative mechanisms of circulation, we need to examine not only the regional distribution of nonlocal ceramics but also the specific contexts in which they are recovered, as well as the characteristics of the vessels themselves. Last, the tracing of artifact life histories is a method suggested here for discerning mechanisms of circulation.
An understanding of the evolution of exchange networks throughout the prehistory of the northern Southwest can be achieved to an extent through the study of ceramic circulation. However, deductive, overarching frameworks used to explain the archaeological distribution of ceramics are not adequately tailored for this task. Historical contingency and contextual variability must be incorporated into research that targets the role of material culture exchange in prehistoric societies. The gaps in our knowledge will not close unless we undertake careful study of specific archaeological contexts as well as of the historic and ethnographic records to develop correlates for ceramic circulation. Artifact trajectories should be retraced so that patterns in the material record, particularly those produced by ceramic circulation through different types of networks, may be brought to light. 
